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That is the first of two divisive bills
that are coming up next week, which
will absolutely fail in this body and
should fail in this body. There is a sec-
ond bill that I understand is coming up
next week, as well, and it is called the
Equality Act.

Now, I will tell you that it is a great
name, and I don’t know of anyone on
my side of the aisle or on the other side
of the aisle who opposes equality. I will
state frankly that no person should be
discriminated against in America—no
person. It is a basic constitutional
principle: We are all equal under the
law—all of us. We have different ideas
about music and food. We have dif-
ferent ideas about sexuality. We have
different ideas about occupations. We
have different skin colors. We have dif-
ferent faiths. We are a tapestry, and
that is one of the things that makes us
strong in such a perfect way as to build
a more perfect Union. I believe that
every person should be protected from
discrimination in America, but that
does mean every person.

Today, the Supreme Court ruled 9 to
0—9 to 0 in the Supreme Court—that
Catholic Social Services in Philadel-
phia was being discriminated against
by the city of Philadelphia because the
city of Philadelphia said to Catholic
Social Services: You cannot practice
your Catholic faith in foster services.

Now, what is the story?

There have been Catholic services in
Philadelphia since the 1700s. For the
last 50 years, Catholic Social Services
in Philadelphia, this particular organi-
zation, has served the neediest children
in that area by providing foster serv-
ices and placement for them. They are
a religious organization, a faith-based
organization—a  Catholic organiza-
tion—and they believe that God cre-
ated man and woman and that this is
God’s design for marriage. So, in their
placement of foster children, they
place children in homes where there is
a man and a woman who are present in
marriage because of their profound be-
lief.

There are 20 other foster services in
Philadelphia that place foster children
in any family situation: husband and
wife or two men or two women. There
are 20 of those services in Philadelphia,
but the city of Philadelphia went to
Catholic Social Services and said: You
have to be like the other 20. You can-
not practice your faith.

Even though, literally, Catholic So-
cial Services had never had a gay fam-
ily reach out to them for an adoption
placement—they had gone to other
places—the city of Philadelphia said:
No, you have to change your practice.

Unfortunately, Catholic Social Serv-
ices had to argue for their religious
freedom all the way to the Supreme
Court, and, today, they ruled 9 to 0
that a faith-based institution cannot
be discriminated against because of
their faith. They should be able to live
out the tenets of their faith and be able
to practice them. To me, that is a
great decision to make—to say: Why
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can’t we coexist? Why can’t we honor
everyone in their differences of opin-
ion?

Even the Supreme Court stated
today, in its opinion, that there was no
work from Catholic Social Services to
stop gay marriages in Philadelphia or
to stop couples from fostering children
who are gay couples there. They just
chose not to do it based on their faith.
So they were not working against indi-
viduals. They were practicing their
faith.

Now comes the Hquality Act vote
next week. The Equality Act would, for
the first time ever in this Congress,
take away the Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act in statute—it would re-
move it—and say there could be no pro-
tection for religious institutions. This
is a direct shot against the Supreme
Court, in its 9 to 0 decision today,
which said: No, religious institutions
have to be protected in their decisions.

Why can’t both exist? Why do we
have to get into a situation, as the
Equality Act does, that says, if you
don’t agree with one particular expres-
sion, then you have to be canceled?
that you have to be silenced? Why has
it come to this in America?

The way the Equality Act is written
is, with regard to any faith-based insti-
tution, if they did any public, outward-
facing work at all—if they fed the
homeless, which many do; if they pro-
vided clothing; if they took care of in-
dividuals with food who needed it—that
was considered to be of public accom-
modation, their labor laws, even if they
were religious institutions, had to be
exactly like large corporate labor rules
as well. It literally imposes on reli-
gious institutions that you can be a
private entity and be inward facing,
but if you are going to do your mission
to actually serve the needy, then you
have to actually shift to be like cor-
porate America. That is not providing
opportunities for people of faith to live
their faiths.

I have to tell you that I honor people
of faith—people of different faiths, peo-
ple of faiths that I disagree with. The
nature of religious liberty in our coun-
try is to be able to honor people of dif-
ferent faiths. That is also what the Su-
preme Court reaffirmed today directly
in contradiction to the Equality Act.
Clearly, if this were to pass—and I do
not believe it will—the Supreme Court
would hear it immediately, would align
with this case from today, and would
say: We have already ruled on these
issues 9 to 0—that is, against not allow-
ing people to be able to live their
faiths.

Unfortunately, there are some in this
body who not only vehemently disagree
with the Supreme Court and with the
opportunity for people to be able to
live their faiths, but they are willing to
do it in the most pejorative of terms.

When I spoke against the Equality
Act in the Judiciary Committee, just
weeks ago, and shared the issues that I
had that were pragmatic labor issues
and set those in front of it and also did

June 17, 2021

a challenge on a religious liberty issue
and said, ‘“‘Here are the obvious issues
of religious liberty where I think it is
unconstitutional,” the response I got
from a member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee was, This reminds me of the Ku
Klux Klan, who burned crosses and
used religious symbols to hide behind
their bigotry.

The Supreme Court disagreed with
that today and said: We are the United
States of America. We honor people of
faith to be able to live their faiths. We
honor people who don’t have faith or
have differences in their faiths and
choose to be able to live that out. This
body should not try to cancel out every
group of faith in the country that dis-
agrees with people in this body who
say: You cannot practice your faith if
we tell you no. That is not who we are.

The Equality Act is not about equal-
ity. It is about imposing and prohib-
iting disagreements. We are Ameri-
cans. We can respect each other and
disagree. We can live next-door to each
other and disagree. Let’s prove it in
this body by not passing the poorly
named Equality Act but by actually
demonstrating what this act says it
wants to demonstrate. Let’s treat each
other with respect in our differences
and honor us in that.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 149.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Christopher Charles Fonzone,
of Pennsylvania, to be General Counsel
of the Office of the Director of National
Intelligence.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 149, Chris-
topher Charles Fonzone, of Pennsylvania, to
be General Counsel of the Office of the Direc-
tor of National Intelligence.

Charles E. Schumer, Robert Menendez,
Tina Smith, Martin Heinrich, Jacky
Rosen, Sheldon Whitehouse, Richard J.
Durbin, Tammy Baldwin, Debbie Sta-
benow, Sherrod Brown, Edward J. Mar-
key, Brian Schatz, Ron Wyden, Eliza-
beth Warren, Mark R. Warner, Raphael
Warnock, Benjamin L. Cardin.
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LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to executive session to
consider Calendar No. 107.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The motion was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the nomination.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Kiran Arjandas Ahuja, of
Massachusetts, to be Director of the
Office of Personnel Management for a
term of four years.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the nomi-
nation of Executive Calendar No. 107, Kiran
Arjandas Ahuja, of Massachusetts, to be Di-
rector of the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment for a term of four years.

Charles E. Schumer, Tammy Baldwin,
Tina Smith, Jack Reed, Kirsten E.
Gillibrand, Sheldon Whitehouse, Rich-
ard J. Durbin, Angus S. King, Jr., Eliz-
abeth Warren, John Hickenlooper,
Thomas R. Carper, Patrick J. Leahy,
Christopher Murphy, Jacky Rosen,
Robert Menendez, Martin Heinrich, Ed-
ward J. Markey.

———

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
move to proceed to legislative session.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.
The motion was agreed to.

—————

FOR THE PEOPLE ACT OF 2021—
MOTION TO PROCEED

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that it be in
order to proceed to Calendar No. 77, S.
2093.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SCHUMER. I move to proceed to
Calendar No. 77, S. 2093.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 77, S.
2093, a bill to expand Americans’ access to
the ballot box, reduce the influence of big
money in politics, strengthen ethics rules for
public servants, and implement other anti-
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corruption measures for the purpose of for-
tifying our democracy, and for other pur-
poses.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
send a cloture motion to the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo-
ture motion having been presented
under rule XXII, the Chair directs the
clerk to read the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, do hereby
move to bring to a close debate on the mo-
tion to proceed to Calendar No. 77, S. 2093, a
bill to expand Americans’ access to the bal-
lot box, reduce the influence of big money in
politics, strengthen ethics rules for public
servants, and implement other anti-corrup-
tion measures for the purpose of fortifying
our democracy, and for other purposes.

Charles E. Schumer, Jeff Merkley, Amy
Klobuchar, Jacky Rosen, Sheldon
Whitehouse, Richard J. Durbin, Jon
Ossoff, Tammy Baldwin, Debbie Stabe-
now, Brian Schatz, Sherrod Brown, Ron
Wyden, Elizabeth Warren, Raphael
Warnock, Benjamin L. Cardin, Edward
J. Markey, Bernard Sanders.

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, fi-
nally, I ask unanimous consent that
the mandatory quorum calls for the
cloture motions filed today, June 17, be
waived.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

EXECUTIVE SESSION

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to executive session to con-
sider the following nominations en
bloc: Calendar Nos. 180, 183, 153, 155,
and 177.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report the nomina-
tions en bloc.

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nations of Pamela A. Melroy, of New
York, to be Deputy Administrator of
the National Aeronautics and Space
Administration; Richard W. Spinrad, of
Oregon, to be Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Oceans and Atmosphere;
Matthew T. Quinn, of Montana, to be
Under Secretary of Veterans Affairs for
Memorial Affairs; Tanya Marie Tru-
jillo, of New Mexico, to be an Assistant
Secretary of the Interior; and Chris
Inglis, of Maryland, to be National
Cyber Director (New Position).

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the nominations en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Madam
President, I ask unanimous consent
that the Senate vote en bloc on the
nominations without intervening ac-
tion or debate and that if confirmed,
the motions to reconsider be consid-
ered made and laid upon the table, all
without intervening action or debate;
that no further motions be in order to
the nominations; that any statements
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related to the nominations be printed
in the RECORD; and that the President
be immediately notified of the Senate’s
action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The question is, Will the Senate ad-
vise and consent to the Melroy,
Spinrad, Quinn, Trujillo, and Inglis
nominations en bloc?

The nominations were confirmed en
bloc.

——————

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. SCHUMER. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the Sen-
ate proceed to consider the following
nominations: Calendar Nos. 178, 179,
181, 184, and 185; that the nominations
be confirmed en bloc; that the motions
to reconsider be considered made and
laid upon the table with no intervening
action or debate; that no further mo-
tions be in order to any of the nomina-
tions; and that the President be imme-
diately notified of the Senate’s actions
and the Senate then resume legislative
session.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The nominations considered and con-
firmed are as follows:

IN THE COAST GUARD

The following named officer for appoint-
ment to a position of importance and respon-
sibility in the United States Coast Guard,
and to the grade indicated under title 14,
U.S.C., section 305:

To be vice admiral
Vice Adm. Michael F. McAllister

The following named officer for appoint-
ment to a position of importance and respon-
sibility in the United States Coast Guard,
and to the grade indicated under title 14,
U.S.C., section 305:

To be vice admiral
Rear Adm. Paul F. Thomas
IN THE COAST GUARD

The following named officer for appoint-
ment as Vice Commandant in the United
States Coast Guard and to the grade indi-
cated pursuant to the authority of title 14,
U.S.C., section 304:

To be admiral
Vice Adm. Linda L. Fagan
IN THE COAST GUARD

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the United States Coast Guard to
the grade indicated under title 14, U.S.C.,
section 2101(A)(2):

To be lieutenant commander
Charles J. Clark
Nicholas G. Derenzo
Katherine R. Peet
Luke P. Strittmatter

The following named officers for appoint-
ment in the grade indicated in the United
States Coast Guard as a member of the Coast
Guard permanent commissioned teaching
staff under title 14, U.S.C., section 1943:

To be lieutenant commander
Lisa M. Thompson
To be lieutenant
Tara E. Larkin

————

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ate will now resume legislative session.
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